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Thus, the university assumes responsibility for its actions; it is required to
make wise decisions, choose between competing ideas, encourage a free
and open debate, and respect the basic rights and dignity of its members
(Strike, Holler, & Soltis, 1988).

The ethical relationship between the university in general and colleges
of education and their stakeholders in particular raises a series of
questions: Does the university have a responsibility to act as a gatekeeper
for public school districts? Should the university consider itself as part of
the economic system and thus seek to secure a profit for its owners? To
whom is the university responsible? What guidelines should be used to
determine the ethical implications of preparation programs? Do current
educational administration training programs meet ethical standards? What
does the university owe to its students? Does the university exist as an
interdependent agency? My purpose in this paper is to consider these
ethical questions as they relate to university sponsored educational
administration training programs. I make certain assumptions regarding
the concept of social contract and acknowledge that assumptions, liberal
and positivist, are not argued.

Ethical questions regarding preparation are seldom addressed by the
university since its inherent culture is slow to respond when confronted
with demand for change. The reluctance to respond rapidly to demands
for change limits the options that are available to meet evolving societal
needs. "Education can bind people to the past; it can be narrow and
bigoted ... [or] it can train people to face the future with vision" (Titus &
Keeton, 1966, p. 317). The current model of preparation of school
administrators in America has come under strong criticism. It is viewed as
driven by state certification requirements where faculty give priority to
economic considerations and less than rigorous standards are employed.
This paradigm has remained consistent for more than a quarter century
and has been adopted by universities throughout the United States (Cooper
& Boyd, 1988). It has resulted in certification as a prerequisite to
appointment (Murphy & Hallinger, 1989). Thus, it attracts a large number
of students who are willing to enter into an unwritten agreement with
professors that allows both parties to bring as little as possible to the
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administrators are an important variable in the quality of education that
young people receive (Griffiths, Stout, & Forsyth, 1988). Poor leaders,
those without the above-mentioned qualities, may cause harm to students,
teachers, and other administrators.

Burns (1978) speaks of the importance of moral leadership where

leaders and led have a relationship not only of power but of mutual
needs, aspirations, and values; ... followers have adequate knowledge
of alternative leaders and programs and the capacity to choose
among those alternatives; and ... leaders take responsibility for their
commitments. (p. 4)

School leaders who fail to take seriously their commitment to their
followers may violate the fiduciary relationship that exists between leaders
and followers. For example, if the principal’s primary concern is to please
politically powerful community groups then decisions may be made that
give undue advantage to groups with vested interests. Resources may flow
to sports programs and not to academic ones. The principal may support
a winning coach who is a poor classroom teacher. As Burns (1978) points
out, these are the kinds of differences that discriminate between
transactional and transformational leaders. Transactional leaders exchange
rewards for performance of duties. Transformational leaders enter into
relationships with followers that build both parties, turning followers into
leaders and leaders into moral agents. This represents the difference
between what happens when priority is given to personal interests and
when primary consideration is given to the welfare of the entire
community.

Current American educational administration programs generally have
not required students to reflect on their social responsibility as leaders.
For example, required courses in educational ethics seem to be nonexistent.
Failure to address this issue in a timely and constructive manner results in
the graduation of students who may not have the capacity to be
transformational leaders. Thus, the reform of American educational
administration training programs is an ethical as well as an educational

issue.
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When the social contract is broken by the government, the governed have
the right to dissolve the government.

The university has a social contract with a variety of stakeholders
including the school board, students, parents, and the community. The
school board is formally responsible for hiring school administrators and
teachers. Since the school board represents the community, it has a
legitimate right to expect that university preparation programs will have set
standards that prevent admittance to unqualified people. It also has a right
to expect that preparation programs will eliminate students who will be
harmful as school administrators. In effect, the social contract between the
university and the community is one where the university’s responsibility is
to assume an activist role as gatekeeper by maintaining strong standards
and providing the highest quality academic program.

The social contract between the university and the student implies that
the university will provide the highest possible level of preparation in terms
of instruction and curriculum. This includes understanding the adult
student, using effective delivery systems, and establishing standards that
stretch the learner. The social contract also implies that the student will
take advantage of the preparation and pursue the tasks required with
concentrated energy and application.

A social contract also exists between the university and state
certification agencies which require a set of courses designed to produce
competent students. The university’s contract with the state is to guarantee
that specified courses are being taught, that the courses have a specific
knowledge base, and that a passing grade and/or diploma in the program
is indicative of competence.

Failure by the university to meet the terms of the social contract
signifies an abrogation of trust on one hand or simple incompetence on the
other. This failure is compounded by the fact that there is an efficient and
legitimate remedy for those who are harmed by certified administrators.
Even though the court system has consistently upheld the rights of parents
and students to seek due process to pursue grievances, the structure of the
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examine critically their motivation for the existence of their preparation
programs, the means they employ to deliver these programs, and the
quality of the product they produce. Thus, the internal examination
becomes unique to each institution. In effect, it requires faculty members
to become accountable for their programs. An analysis of these motives,
means, and consequences is useful in considering fundamental
programmatic ethical questions.

The Motive

Motive relates to intention. What is the reason for the existence of the
preparation program? Has the program defined its stakeholders and are
its actions in the stakeholders’ best interests? If the motive is unethical,
then the means and consequences are also likely to be unethical. For
example, if a public university chooses to offer a program strictly for
economic gain without consideration for the needs of its stakeholders, then
it violates its social contract. It uses a means that is likely to attract large
numbers without primary consideration for the effectiveness of the
instruction. The consequences of such actions are increased enrollments
and credit hour production with little regard for product quality.

In this context, one might claim that the current motive for many
educational administration preparation programs is market demand. These
programs provide consumers with an efficient means of becoming certified;
in turn, enrollments are relatively high. This focuses on quantity rather
than quality. In one sense, it is driven by a belief that students in
administration programs are teachers who are intellectually capable. The
program has to satisfy only certification requirements. These requirements
have not always been well-defined nor rigorous. For example, as late as
1980, Massachusetts required a master’s degree in any educational field,
one course in administration, and one other course to be certified as a
school principal. The superintendency required only curriculum courses at
the elementary and secondary level.

This is not an isolated example. Educational administration preparation
programs have developed a series of nonrelated courses that equip students
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The Consequences

Consequences are concerned with the results of the preparation
program. What type of leaders or administrators are produced? How
effective are these individuals as school administrators? According to Bliss
(1988) there is no shortage of available administrative candidates. These
candidates are not viewed as competent as are administration candidates
in other professions; they have not been prepared to be proactive in their
support for educational change. They lack vision, leadership skills, modern
management skills, and courage to make important instructional decisions
(Griffiths, Stout, & Forsyth, 1988).

Ironically, those most responsible for this product, professors of
educational administration, have failed to react constructively to criticism.
Instead, state legislators have had to move to elevate the training of school
administrators by creating administrator or leadership academies. State
organizations have little choice but to remove additional preparation from
the private domain of the university when programs at the master’s,
specialist, and doctoral levels are frequently indistinguishable (Norton &
Levan, 1988; Peterson & Finn, 1988).

The consequences represent the final product. What kind of principal
is the graduate? Is the principal able to grasp educational issues? Is the
principal able to motivate faculty, students, and the community? The
consequences are often separated by time from the instructional process.
This separation between preparation and practice allows the university to
remove itself from accepting responsibility for the quality of the graduate.
Yet, the university has to accept responsibility for its success or failure in
producing competent, socially responsible, transformational leaders. When
a faculty focuses on quality, its program is grounded in an ethical response
to its stakeholders. Thus, a quality and ethical focus are linked.

Conclusion

In this paper I considered a series of questions related to university
sponsored educational administration preparation programs. These














